Predoctoral internship represents an important capstone in the training of clinical and counseling psychologists. However, in the past decade there has been growing concern over the number of applicants to internship who have not been matched to an internship site. We investigated the scope of the internship match problem by assessing program-level contributions to the number of unmatched internship applicants. Results from analysis of the 2000 -2006 internship match report indicated that 15 programs (less than 4% of the total number of programs under analysis) contributed over 30% of the unmatched applicants for that same time period. Suggestions are made for implementing new policies aimed at limiting future internship site supply-demand disparities and ensuring quality internship placements.
Internship in professional psychology has been an important capstone in the training of new psychologists for more than 50 years. The purpose of the predoctoral internship is to serve as an integrative clinical training experience for aspiring psychologists, drawing together prior experience in therapy, assessment, and research (Madson, Hasan, Williams-Nickelson, Kettmann, & van Sickle, 2007) . Internship is an important transition to a recent graduate's career as a psychologist (Holloway & Roehlke, 1987) .
However, there has been growing concern in the past decade about the number of doctoral students who participate in the internship match process and yet are not matched to sites (e.g., Oehlert & Lopez, 1998) . The number of unmatched students has increased dramatically over the past decade, from 510 unmatched applicants (with 218 positions left unfilled) in the 1999 match (Association of Psychology Postdoctoral and Internship Centers [APPIC], 1999) to an all-time high of 846 unmatched applicants (with 299 positions left unfilled) in (APPIC, 2009 . This change represents a drop in internship match rates from 79% to 72% over 1999 to 2009. Furthermore, the decline in match rate has occurred in the face of expansion of available APPIC member internship sites, from 2,631 positions offered in 1999 to 3,051 positions offered in 2009 (APPIC, 1999 (APPIC, , 2009 ). Failure to match to an internship site has significant repercussions for students; in addition to the obvious consequences of a delay in receiving a doctoral degree and entering the job market, failing to match may be associated with demoralization and hostility toward the field of psychology (Miville, Adams, & Juntunen, 2007) . Many individuals who do not match go on to negotiate positions at unaccredited, unfunded sites (Oehlert, Sumerall, Lopez, & Merkley, 2002) , which may be problematic for students for future employment, licensing, and financial reasons.
Potential Solutions
Of potential suggested solutions to the increasing numbers of unmatched prospective interns, proposals to increase the number of internship training sites have received a great degree of attention (e.g., Madson et al., 2007; Rodolfa, Bell, Bieschke, Davis, & Peterson, 2007) . In 1998, the American Psychological Association (APA) convened the National Working Conference on Supply and Demand: Training and Employment Opportunities in Professional Psychology (SDC; APA, 1998), which put forward 15 resolutions to resolve the internship supply-demand disparities. None of these resolutions spoke directly to increasing the supply of internship sites. Indeed, in one study of the assessments of directors of training on potential solutions to the supply-demand problem, the SDC resolution that received the greatest endorsement, with 50% of those sampled indicating that it had a "high probability of helping," was Resolution 14. This resolution called for inclusion of outcome data such as graduate employment status and internship match rate, among other program-level indicators of graduate competitiveness and competence (Robiner, Ax, Stamm, & Harowski, 2002) , in accreditation of academic training sites. Surprisingly, this potential solution is infrequently mentioned in published articles discussing solutions to the internship problem, even while more drastic measures, such as accreditation moratoriums, are entertained (but see Lopez, 1998, and Miville et al., 2007 , for discussions of inclusion of match rates in accreditation).
Both professionals in practice and students endorse similar concerns about the internship supply-demand imbalance. For example, Robiner et al. (2002) surveyed internship directors of training and interns. They found that both directors and interns listed graduate training program cohort sizes and the consequent glut of internship applicants as major concerns for the field. The majority of directors reported that they felt there was an oversupply of psychologists, an opinion shared by most interns surveyed; about half of both groups reported that the internship situation was "the single most important problem" (p. 277) in psychology. Nearly the entire sample of both groups reported that, as a profession, psychology was doing an "inadequate job" (p. 278) of regulating the number of internship applicants, and, converse to calls to increase the number of internship slots (e.g., Hutchings, Mangione, Dobbins, & Wechsler, 2007; Madson et al., 2007) , half of all training directors reported that reducing the number of internship applicants was important to resolving the problem. The concerns of training directors and interns are supported by data indicating that the number of psychologists in the workforce vastly exceeds the most liberal estimates of societal need for psychologists (Robiner, 1991; Robiner & Crew, 2000 ; unfortunately, we were unable to find a more recent workforce analysis) and that the number of psychologists continues to grow (Keilin, Baker, McCutcheon, & Peranson, 2007) .
Program-Level Responsibility
Numerous researchers and commentators have expressed thoughts on the internship issue and proposed profession-level interventions to alleviate the supply-demand disparities. However, limited research attention has been devoted to the question of whether the problem is truly at a profession level. Rather, it is possible that responsibility lies not in broad, overarching failures across a large number of programs, but rather in a relatively small number of training sites contributing disproportionately to the rate of unmatched applicants. Such a scenario would speak to the necessity of program-level, rather than profession-level, interventions to resolve the internship supply-demand problem. Indeed, the American Psychological Association of Graduate Students has asserted that graduate programs should be conducting selfassessments of their contributions to the number of internship applicants to ensure that their number of applicants represents their "fair share" (Madson et al., 2007, p. 251) . However, the continually declining match rate suggests that this self-assessment is not happening. Although raw numbers of applicants to the match certainly contribute to the demand characteristics of the situation, there are also qualitative considerations such as preparedness for internship, perception of training and student quality, how programs document and structure practicum experience, and program initiatives to assist students in applying for internship. One index of these qualitative factors might be match rate.
The internship supply and demand imbalance may be, in part, due to a small number of programs that are unequal contributors to the unmatched rate. For example, Keilin et al. (2007) reported that match rates were not equivalent by degree type in the 2007 match, with 1,954 doctoral-level students matching at 80.5% and 1,473 PsyD students matching at 68.8% (Keilin et al. did not test for significance of differences between these proportions, but a z test for two proportions indicates that the difference is significant, z ϭ 22.86, p Ͻ .001). If it is indeed the case that some institutions contribute disproportionately more applicants to the pool of unmatched internship applicants, this suggests that the best solutions to the problem may not be large-scale interventions (e.g., moratoriums on accreditation of doctoral training sites) but rather interventions that would specifically address the problem at hand (e.g., including a required internship match percentage minimum in accreditation of doctoral training sites or a cap on the number of students per year allowed to apply for internship from any specific program).
Generalizations, such as the one above regarding the PsyD-PhD program distinction, may obfuscate program-level issues with internship match rate. To date, no research has examined programlevel responsibility and accountability for the internship supplydemand imbalance. The present study aims to accomplish this through the examination of two specific hypotheses and one exploratory analysis.
Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1: To examine the potential for unequal contribution to the number of unmatched internship applicants, we assessed whether a subset of programs can be identified as unequal contributors to the number of unmatched internship applicants. Specifically, we hypothesized that a subset of programs would be found to produce disproportionately more unmatched applicants, and thus would be identifiable as unequal contributors to the unmatched applicant rate. Exploratory Analysis: Finally, an exploratory analysis was conducted on the characteristics of unequal contributors to identify commonalities that may speak to necessary interventions.
It is important to note that our identification of unequal contributors emphasizes the program-level contribution to the number of unmatched internship applicants over total contribution to the number of internship applicants. That is, a hypothetical program that generated 500 applicants and matched all of them would not have been identified as an unequal contributor in this analysis, but a program that generated 200 applicants and matched 50% would have been flagged. Thus, programs that demonstrated both a large number of applicants to the match and a low cumulative match rate were identified as unequal contributors. Clearly, this does not place focus on programs that generate very large numbers of applicants who are successful at matching, despite the fact that such programs may contribute unequally to the supply and demand issue. However, because our focus was on program-specific failures in matching students for internship (the students who are the focus of most concern in discussions of the internship imbalance), the strategy we undertook seems appropriate for the present study. We acknowledge that this is one perspective on this topic, and that analysis of programs that generate a large number of applicants (and thus strain the match rate) may be fruitful.
Method Data
Data were adapted from the 2000 -2006 APPIC match report for doctoral training programs in clinical, counseling, and school psychology (APPIC, 2006) . Data were collected by APPIC for all applicants to the match over the 2000 -2006 period; in all, 22,751 students were included in the report, with an overall match rate of 74.9%. It should be noted that this match rate reflects matching to APPIC member internship sites and does not necessarily correspond to APA-accreditation match rate (all sites accredited by APA are members of APPIC, although not all members of APPIC are APA accredited). This is an important distinction and examination of APA-approved internship site match rates would likely be a useful analysis in evaluating program viability, but such an analysis was not possible with available data. To protect confidentiality of internship applicants, the APPIC report does not include cumulative match rates for programs graduating fewer than five students over the 2000 -2006 period; thus, these programs are not included in the present analysis. In addition, one program was removed from the data set for the current analyses because it was unclear whether it represented a single program or an amalgamation of several connected training sites. Thus, the final data set for the present analyses contained data on the match rates of 22,167 applicants from 391 programs. 
Results
Using the APPIC report data, we investigated the possibility that a number of institutions would emerge as unequal contributors. Results indicated that 15 institutions were identifiable as unequal contributors by the criteria given above. The unequal contributors were compared with other programs in terms of total applicants for internship and APPIC match rate from 2000 -2006 Following identification of unequal contributors, we conducted exploratory analyses to identify commonalities that may guide future research on the internship supply-demand imbalance. Of the 15 unequal contributors, 14 were PsyD programs and one was a PhD program. All but one were APA accredited as of July 2009. According to reports from Mayne, Norcross, and Sayette's (2006) survey of training directors, most of the training directors of unequal contributors identified their programs as clinically oriented (using the 7-point scale, where 1 ϭ practice oriented, 4 ϭ equal emphasis, and 7 ϭ research focused, programs identified as 1 [n ϭ 1], 2 [n ϭ 6], 3 [n ϭ 2], 4 [n ϭ 2], and 5 [n ϭ 1]; data were not available for two of the unequal contributors and a third unequal contributor, the non-APA-accredited institution, was not included in Mayne et al.'s data collection) . No further widespread geographical or systemic commonalities were observed among the programs, although other potentially relevant data (admission criteria, average student debt, etc.) were not available.
Discussion
The present analysis contributes to research and discussion on improving the internship supply-demand problem. Specifically, this study elucidates the role of program-level problems in internship matching that can be useful in guiding policy-planning efforts and efforts to resolve the supply-demand problem.
Results indicate that it is possible to identify a small number of programs that hold responsibility for much more than could be considered a "fair share" of the rate of unmatched internship applicants. Using data from APPIC's, 2000 -2006 match report, 15 institutions were identified as contributing unequally to the rate of unmatched applicants. These 15 programs represented less than 4% of the programs in the data set under analysis but contributed more than 30% of the unmatched applicants over the 2000 -2006 time period. Additional analyses indicated that these unequal con-tributors were more likely to have larger class sizes, demonstrated lower match rates from 2000 -2006, were almost all PsyD programs (14/15), were mostly practice oriented, and were almost all accredited by the APA. The fact that all but one of the unequal contributors were APA-accredited institutions is disquieting, as APA accreditation is the only systematic quality assurance available (Miville et al., 2007) .
Results of the present analyses must be interpreted in light of the limitations of the study. Our definition of unequal contributors focused on program-level contribution to the number of unmatched internship applicants and not total contribution to the number of internship applicants. This does not place focus on programs that generate large numbers of applicants but are generally successful at matching, although such programs may place strain on the system. Another concern is that analyses relied on APPIC member internship match rates; no systematic data were available to parse APA-approved internship sites. Future APPIC data collection efforts might be enhanced by including these data as APA approval is another barometer of quality that likely should be considered and APPIC would be a valuable independent data source.
Implications for Future Research
The present findings suggest several avenues of research. First, the results should be replicated with more recent samples of internship applications, especially to assess whether unequal contributors identified in the present study remain current unequal contributors to the internship match rate (however, this analysis should rely on APPIC data, as Burgess, Keeley, & Blashfield, 2008 , reported large discrepancies between internship match rates published on program Web sites and APPIC's internship match rates). Second, more detailed analyses of the characteristics of unequal contributors (e.g., levels of funding for students, ratio of students to tenured faculty, admission characteristics) may help illuminate systemic differences in programs that can be addressed with policy (although in light of the Burgess et al. findings of match rate reporting discrepancies, this analysis should be done with care using independently collected data and not full disclosure data from program Web sites). Third, the level of knowledge and awareness of students who are entering unequal contributors can be assessed. If students enrolling in institutions that are unequal contributors are generally unaware of the nature and meaning of internship matching during applications, and are not informed of potential difficulties with either obtaining a match at all or not obtaining an APA-accredited internship, then there may be an ethical concern in recruitment.
Implications for Policy
The results of the present analysis should illuminate policy planning in regard to internship. Many commentators have emphasized the need to increase the number of internship slots available to internship applicants, citing "demand" for internship sites exceeding the "supply" of those sites. However, this recommendation ignores the fact that although available internship slots have indeed increased over the years, the number of applicants has increased as well. One issue largely ignored in the "supply and demand" debate is the supply and demand of doctoral training
programs. There appears to be consistent "demand" for doctoral training programs by applicants in the face of weak internship match rates and potential market saturation of psychologists, regardless of the supply and demand of internships or supply and demand of psychologists. If these demand curves are indeed orthogonal, we must take a more active role in controlling programlevel factors, including both qualitative and quantitative characteristics. While the current study only focuses on internship supply and demand issues and program-specific performance, systematic expansion of analyses of outcomes from specific programs or types to job acquisition, incomes, and quality of life may be important in evaluating training success. Internship match and quality of internship may factor into these outcomes.
In aggregate, it seems possible that the creation of more internship sites would not result in a higher overall match rate as the increase in internship sites over the period of consideration in this study coincided with a decrease in match rate. Indeed, if the number of internship sites were again increased without programspecific reforms (controlling quantitative and qualitative factors), we risk continued escalation of the problem as there is nothing to prevent doctoral training sites that have large numbers of applicants despite weak match statistics from simply enrolling more students. This is logical given that the market for doctoral programs apparently tolerates current supply and demand characteristics for internship sites and in the job market. The situation is complicated as psychology undergraduates may be largely naive to the process and importance of internship when applying to graduate school (and to the demand characteristics of future employment markets); although we could find no empirical research on psychology undergraduates' understanding of professional issues such as internship, resolutions put forward by the SDC included informing undergraduates of the realistic employment and earning opportunities for psychologists-presumably a response by those making the resolution to a detected deficit of such knowledge.
The present study suggests avenues for resolving the problems of our current internship supply-demand imbalance. In particular, the present analyses indicated that the low average match rate is not, as has been suggested or implied, a widespread, professionlevel problem. Instead, a small number of programs appear to carry a disproportionate burden for producing students who are not matched to internship sites. This suggests that profession-level interventions, such as moratoriums on accreditation, creating more internships, or even discarding APA approval as a marker of internship site legitimacy, may not be the most productive and beneficial measures to take.
Rather, the analysis appears to be in line with SDC Resolution 14, the same resolution endorsed by half of Robiner et al.'s (2002) sample of training directors and by counseling psychology professionals (Miville et al., 2007) : APA accreditation of doctoral training programs should include student outcomes, especially internship match rates, as a criterion in accreditation. Doctoral training sites that fail to meet a minimum standard should not be accredited. Miville et al. (2007) suggested a cutoff of 90% for counseling psychology doctoral programs, a number currently met by only 19% of all programs included in the APPIC data set. A value of 80% seems consistent with goals to increase match rates while tempering that desire with knowledge that some students may wish to obtain specific internships and would prefer to delay matching in order to secure a particular internship (i.e., a doctoral training site should not be punished because a very small number of internship applicants, perhaps for family reasons, would prefer to fail to match and reapply rather than match at a geographically distant location).
A required match rate of 80% would currently be met by over half of the sites included in the 2000 -2006 analysis. It also follows that unequal contributors with problematic training strategies would reallocate resources and lower enrollment rates in order to meet the 80% minimum, thus dropping the number of internship applications and facilitating higher match rates for all institutions. This proposal is similar to the one recently suggested by Stedman, Schoenfeld, Carroll, and Allen (2009) , who suggested a more aggressive strategy; given unacceptable match rates, APA should force reduction of student class sizes on a graduated schedule (e.g., 20% reductions yearly in incoming class sizes for programs matching less than 50% of applicants, and 10% reductions for programs matching less than 70%, until adequate match rates are achieved). This places the onus of responsibility on graduate programs to maintain their enrollments ethically.
It is important to note that, although some have argued that such reductions in force might constitute restraint of trade and thus leave APA open to legal action (e.g., Oehlert & Lopez, 1998) , Stedman et al. (2009) persuasively argue that such fears are unfounded. Both strategies thus appear to be viable means of addressing the internship supply-demand imbalance; our proposed 80% criteria during accreditation is perhaps more easily administered than Stedman et al.'s graduated reduction proposal, although both solutions seem enforceable, workable, and promising.
We are aware that the present analysis and recommendation may be disquieting to some. Many published articles and commentaries on the subject of internship management maintain that professional solidarity is important to resolving this issue. However, many of these commentaries are conflicted; Madson et al. (2007) , for instance, contend that there may be specific programs that contribute unequally to the internship supply-demand imbalance, but they also maintain that no "one group is at fault" (p. 256); clearly, unequal contributors to the internship match rate can be grouped. It is our contention that efforts to resolve problems with the internship supply-demand imbalance are not served by equivocating on the responsibility of programs to ensure that they are graduating a number of students that is ethical and responsible to the profession, to other students, and to their own students. Failure of programs to take action to improve internship match rates and to consider the impact of disparities in different demand curves that exist in psychology (student demand for graduate programs and market demand for psychologists) is a disservice to psychology as a profession, to students of psychology, to professionals, and to all the populations psychologists serve.
